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ABSTRACT
This paper reviews the current knowledge management (KM) practices to examine the attention (or lack 
thereof) paid to the individual in managing knowledge in organisations. It identifies and reviews four key 
practices of KM - i.e., information technology, organisational culture and structure, communities of practice, 
and human resource practices - to examine how knowledge is interpreted, processed and managed, and the 
role individuals play in such interpretations, processing and management. The review shows that existing 
KM practices may be improved through an increased focus on the role of individuals (an individual-centric 
approach) in designing and implementing KM in organisations.
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INTRODUCTION
Knowledge management (KM) is seen as a cata-
lyst for organisations to compete in the global 
market place (Mráček & Mucha, 2011; Palte et 
al., 2011). Since the 1990s, several industrialised 
countries, such as Germany, Japan, Switzerland, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, have 
developed into ‘knowledge societies’ where 
knowledge in its various forms is treated as the 
prime source of economic power (Campbell et 
al., 2012; Drucker, 1993). To manage knowledge 
effectively, organisations seek to adjust their 
core business strategies (Erickson & Rothberg, 
2011; Murray, Millet & Syed, 2011). However, 
the costs of KM interventions exceed their ben-
efits, and knowledge remains under-utilised in 
many organisations (EIU, 2007; Sveiby, 2007). 
We argue in this paper that a possible reason for 
the under-utilisation of available knowledge is 
the limited attention paid to the individual in 
processes and practices of KM.
Research in KM has acknowledged that 
individuals drive knowledge processes (e.g. 
Jennex, 2008; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; 
von Krogh et al., 2000). Individuals are the 
true source of knowledge, and the creators of 
new knowledge, which is a crucial component 
of KM (Polanyi, 1998; Rechberg & Syed, in 
press). Literature on cognitive psychology 
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has highlighted the role of human cognition 
as a necessary requirement to transmit and 
absorb knowledge (e.g., Albino et al., 2004). 
Nonetheless, there remains limited attention to 
the role of individuals in the discourse on KM 
(e.g. Nonaka & Peltokorpi, 2006; Rechberg & 
Syed, 2012; Swan et al., 1999), indicating an 
appropriation of individuals in KM, which may 
be one of the possible reasons for the lack of ef-
fectiveness of current KM practices. Moreover, 
KM decisions are, generally, made by senior 
managers in organisations, and empirical KM 
research mostly draws on the opinions of KM 
decision makers (Beijerse, 2000; Carrión et al., 
2004; Fahey & Prusak, 1998; Riantoputra, 2010; 
Roomi & Mojibi, 2011). We argue that unless 
individuals are integrated into designing and 
implementing KM practices, it is unlikely that 
they will fully understand and participate in KM, 
thus limiting its effectiveness in organisations.
To map the role of individuals in KM, four 
key practices are identified in the KM literature: 
information technology (IT), organisational 
culture and structure (OCS), communities of 
practice (CoP), and human resource (HR) prac-
tices. Based on the literature review, a schema is 
developed to explain that an under-attention to 
the role of individuals may affect the potential 
and efficacy of current KM practices. The paper 
argues that unless the individual fully under-
stands and supports KM practices, organisations 
cannot expect that knowledge will be effectively 
shared, created, or utilised in the workplace. 
The paper develops an individual- centric ap-
proach, where individuals are active participants 
in designing and implementing KM practices, 
which may in turn enhance KM effectiveness. 
In the next section, we define the key concepts 
used in this study, i.e., knowledge, individuals, 
KM, and knowledge processes.
CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS
Knowledge
There is no universal definition of knowledge. 
Zack (1999) suggests that knowledge can be 
defined by the purpose it serves; however, Fa-
hey and Prusak (1998) warn that developing a 
working definition for knowledge is problematic 
because of the multiple purposes for which the 
term is deployed. Knowledge is often interpreted 
as an asset. For example, 80% of organisations 
participating in the KPMG (2003: 8) survey on 
KM “recognise knowledge as a strategic asset”. 
Knowledge is an asset insofar that it is used by 
someone else than the original creator, and its 
ownership usually resides with the organisation 
(Rechberg & Syed, 2013; Tseng & Fan, 2011).
Polanyi’s (1998) theory on knowledge 
informs us that individuals are a key source of 
knowledge. Knowledge is a process or action 
of knowing an experience or associating with 
an experience through individual participation 
(Rechberg & Syed, in press). It may be tacit in 
nature and may be turned into explicit form 
through formal processing (Polanyi, 1998). 
Explicit knowledge can take the form of data 
and information, whereas tacit knowledge is 
embedded in individuals (Tywoniak, 2007). 
Knowledge, if made explicit, can be shared, 
transferred, and exchanged, which may lead to 
knowledge creation. Tacit forms of knowledge 
such as embrained (cognitive), embodied (phys-
ical), and embedded (unconscious) knowledge 
are of great value, but often difficult to share 
with others (Collins, 1993).
Knowledge Management
KM denotes a range of strategies and practices 
used in organisations to identify, create, share, 
retain, distribute, and enable adoption of insights 
and experiences, embodied in individuals and 
embedded in organisational processes or prac-
tices (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Jennex, 2008). 
Firms engage in KM to disclose, map and decide 
on sources of knowledge and organisational 
activities to enhance its utilisation (Jennex, 
2005). The demand is for new knowledge to 
be generated and for existing knowledge to be 
leveraged (Wiig, 1997). Through KM, “business 
processes, information technologies, knowl-
edge repositories and individual behaviour” are 
adjusted, so an organisation can ‘act as intel-
ligently as possible’ (Eschenfelder et al., 1998 
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in Kakabadse et al., 2003: 79). KM is also “an 
action discipline that supports decision-making” 
(Jennex, Smolnik, & Croasdell, 2008: 2). It is 
“the practice of selectively applying knowledge 
from previous experiences of decision making 
to current and future decision making activities 
with the express purpose of improving the or-
ganisation’s effectiveness” (Jennex, 2005:4). As 
is argued here, such decisions may be improved 
through individual involvement.
The Individual
Individuals are the source for knowledge 
creation (Kaufmann & Runco, 2009; Polanyi, 
1998). Peter Drucker (1993) suggests that 
employing knowledgeable workers will grant 
organisations value, as it is only through indi-
viduals’ cognition of knowledge that an organi-
sation can perform. Individuals as a source of 
knowledge may include a company’s employ-
ees, managers, team leaders, business partners, 
investors or consultants. In the present study, the 
emphasis is on individual employees, who are 
often bystanders in designing and implement-
ing KM practices, yet are a valuable resource 
and stakeholder in organisational knowledge 
processes. KM effectiveness is determined by 
its implementation at work where individuals’ 
participation is of paramount importance (Re-
chberg & Syed, 2012; von Krogh et al., 2000), 
since individual performance will, directly or 
indirectly affect that of the organisation (Jen-
nex & Olfman, 2004). Treating individuals as 
an inorganic tool, not taking into account their 
motivations and aspirations, may limit the 
efficacy of KM in organisations, as learning 
begins with the individual (Cao & Xiang, 2012; 
Murray, Millet & Syed, 2011). Integrating how 
individuals process knowledge may have a 
positive effect on organisational performance 
(Muhammed, Doll, & Deng, 2011; Song & 
Chermack, 2008).
Knowledge Processes
There is a logical sequence between how 
knowledge is interpreted (i.e., in explicit and 
tacit forms), the knowledge processes drawn on, 
and the practices to implement KM (See Figure 
1). Whereas explicit forms of knowledge, such 
as information and data, can be transferred and 
stored through information technology (IT) 
(Benbya, 2008), explicit and tacit knowledge 
sharing is facilitated through supportive organi-
sational structure and culture (OSC) (Wang & 
Noe, 2010). Communities of practice (CoPs) 
have been described to facilitate knowledge 
exchange (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005), and Hu-
man Resource (HR) practices are known to aid 
KM by acquiring and retaining knowledgeable 
individuals (Solman & Spooner, 2000).
Figure 1 illustrates the key question 
relevant to this paper: is there currently a dis-
regard of the role of individuals in dominant 
KM practices, and does that disregard (if any) 
influence the effectiveness of the KM practices 
in managing knowledge ? The arrow in Figure 
1, embedding a question mark, represents this 
question. Next, we review key KM practices 
and their consideration of the individual.
Figure 1. Knowledge forms, processes and practices
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KM PRACTICES
This general review of the KM literature was 
conducted via the search tools of EBSCO host 
and ISIWeb. In light of the role individuals 
may play in processing knowledge, four key 
KM practices are identified in the literature. 
This section is structured in line with Figure 1, 
beginning with the IT practice, as it focuses on 
processing explicit forms of knowledge. We then 
review the OCS and CoP practices where both 
explicit and tacit forms of knowledge are meant 
to be processed, and lastly we discuss the HR 
practice, where the emphasis is on processing 
tacit forms of knowledge.
Information Technology: 
Knowledge Storing and Transfer
In the IT practice, the focus is on explicit forms 
of knowledge, information, and data that gain 
value if interpreted and put into context (Polanyi, 
1998; Tywoniak, 2007). Through technology-
based systems, information can be identified, 
extracted, codified, collected and then trans-
ferred for organisational use (Sung & Gibson, 
2005). To process knowledge in this way, 
individuals’ experience and ability to reflect 
on and make good use of stored information 
is needed (Davenport et al., 1998).
Information and communication technolo-
gies (ICTs) are one way organisations can cul-
tivate and utilise explicit knowledge. Through 
video, phone conferences, and emailing, indi-
viduals can transfer, and in some cases share, 
knowledge. Additionally, corporate intranets, 
yellow pages, data warehouses and databases 
for data storage and e-learning may ease access 
to learning (Harun, 2002; Marwick, 2001).
The advantage of ICTs and online databases 
is that individuals can access or ask for informa-
tion at any given time, independent of location. 
Furthermore, knowledge management systems 
(KMS) may support knowledge processes as 
information can easily be moved between two 
or more units (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Jennex, 
2005). Moreover, access to explicit knowledge 
may aid individuals in making informed deci-
sions, which may enhance corporate effective-
ness (Benbya, 2008; Jennex & Olfman, 2004). 
Nonetheless, knowledge creation depends 
on how and when individuals use available 
information to enhance their understanding 
and develop new constructs. This process may 
not always be enforced by top management, 
particularly in the absence of employees’ full 
support and understanding of KM.
Individuals may cause disruption when 
new technology is implemented, and an IT 
system may be of little value if individuals lack 
commitment and willingness to engage with it. 
Orlikowski (2000) describes the structuration 
processes occurring in the IT adoption process: 
it relates to how the ICT perspective may con-
sider implications for KM at the individual 
level. Traditionally, the IT approach neglected 
individual employees’ views (Han & Anantat-
mula, 2006). More recently, the attention has 
moved to adopting a ‘user centred design’ to 
IT; such systems have a ‘Nutzungsoffenheit’: 
a flexibility to choose how system may be 
adopted to fit employees’ needs (Riemer et 
al., 2009; Richter et al., 2011). However, even 
where there is flexibility to adapt the system, 
where the management chooses the codification 
model to manage knowledge through IT systems 
(Hansen, et al., 1999), employee participation 
plays a key role in the success of the system 
(Riemer & Richter, 2010).
An exclusive focus on IT systems may lead 
to the neglect of other knowledge processes (Hu-
ber, 2001). For example, online conversations, 
video conferencing and instant messaging may 
lead to a decline in face-to-face communication, 
which is acknowledged as the best way to share 
knowledge (e.g. Di Gangi et al., 2012; Wang 
& Noe, 2010). Besides, the IT practices have 
limited ability to direct or motivate individuals 
to create, acquire, and use knowledge.
IT systems enable knowledge seekers to 
choose when to draw on information. How 
and why individuals use and create knowledge, 
nevertheless, remains unanswered (Buchanan 
& Huczynski, 2004). Also, knowledge is only 
valuable within its perceptive context. Codified, 
transferred or stored knowledge can neither 
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represent the true meaning, nor the full richness 
of knowledge (Sutten, 2001). For example, 
procedural information can be of value in one 
operational plant where individuals deal with 
old machinery. For a company elsewhere, there 
might not be such concern as old machinery 
might have been replaced. IT systems can en-
able knowledge transfer and are meant to be a 
part of the corporate infrastructure, but are not, 
per se, a KM practice (Al-Hawamdeh, 2002) 
as highly valuable, tacit forms of knowledge 
are neglected.
Organisational Culture and 
Structure: Knowledge Sharing
Scholars in organisational studies suggest that it 
is through OCS and the adjustment of organisa-
tional structures and routines that knowledge can 
be managed (Davenport et al., 1998; Lam, 2005). 
The focus in the OCS practice is on knowledge 
sharing where both explicit and tacit forms of 
knowledge are shared in a knowledge-centred 
culture (De Long & Fahey, 2000). For such a 
culture to take form, Chow and Chan (2008) 
point to the need for a shared vision, clear goals 
and trust. Changes in an organisation’s structure 
and operations according to individual needs and 
circumstances, such as job allocation, manage-
ment hierarchy and team working, may help in 
enhancing KM (Murray & Donegan, 2003; Yang 
& Chen, 2007). We describe how knowledge 
sharing can be enabled through organisational 
culture and structure respectively:
• Enhancing knowledge sharing through 
culture: A supportive organisational cul-
ture may encourage individuals to share 
knowledge and engage in learning (Leidner, 
et al., 2006; Taylor & Wright, 2004). An 
obstructive culture, conversely, can act as 
a barrier to KM (De Long & Fahey, 2000). 
For an organisational culture that supports 
knowledge sharing, the commitment of 
top management is important (Jennex & 
Olfman, 2004; Taylor &Wright, 2004; von 
Krogh et al., 2000). The organisation has to 
agree on a shared corporate language that 
promotes knowledge sharing, and Daven-
port et al. (1998) advise organisations to 
communicate clear goals to all members 
of staff. Clearly communicated goals not 
only improve employees’ understanding 
of the organisational vision, they also 
motivate employees to share knowledge 
(Baskerville & Dulipovici, 2006; Inkpen 
& Tsang, 2005). If the goals are not clearly 
stated, understood and shared, conflict 
and de-motivation may hinder knowledge 
sharing (Das & Teng, 1998).
It is important that an organisation devel-
ops a trust culture, to encourage and enable 
knowledge sharing (Chow & Chan, 2008). A 
trust culture strengthens the relationships among 
members of staff, and as knowledge sharing best 
occurs through face-to-face interaction, a trust 
culture can enable KM effectiveness (Ismail, 
2012; Wang & Noe, 2010). Davenport and 
Prusak (1998) suggest that individuals like to 
share their knowledge when it promotes their 
reputation in the work environment. Inkpen 
and Tsang (2005) suggest that a transparent 
reward mechanism may positively impact the 
level of trust among employees, which in turn 
leads to a prevention of knowledge hoarding 
(Connelly et al., 2012). Through such practices, 
individuals can realize the significance of share 
their knowledge (Welschen et al., 2012). Bartol 
and Srivastava (2002) argue that team-based re-
wards and company-wide incentives (e.g., profit 
sharing, employee stock options) are likely to be 
instrumental in enhancing knowledge sharing 
within teams and across work units.
Knowledge processes are beneficial only 
if employees are committed to KM practices in 
their workplace (Wang & Noe, 2010). Devel-
oping an organisational culture that welcomes 
KM initiatives is complex and challenging. 
The difficulty lies in trying to standardise an 
organisational culture to strengthen commit-
ment of all members of staff (von Krogh et 
al., 2000). Baba et al. (2004) show that cultur-
ally diverse employees may bring together 
divergent bodies of knowledge only after the 
employees recognise both the existence and 
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the value of their differences. The problem 
is that management practices tend to impose 
and control values, beliefs and cultural norms, 
which may lead individuals to withdraw from 
knowledge sharing activities (Alvesson & 
Kärreman, 2001). In this context, individuals 
tend to socially construct their own cultures, 
and hidden cultures can obstruct knowledge 
sharing (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005):
• Enhancing knowledge sharing through 
structure: Open workspaces can enable 
and encourage face-to-face interactions. In 
such an environment, ad-hoc and informal 
meetings between members of different 
organisational divisions can occur, which, 
in turn, can advance knowledge sharing. 
Earl’s (2001) notion of organisational street 
is helpful in understanding how an open 
space can lead to spontaneous interaction 
among members of staff. Another is Non-
aka and Konno’s (1998) concept of ‘ba’, 
a space for knowledge creation.
Scholars have suggested reducing bureau-
cratic and hierarchical organisational structures 
to enhance knowledge sharing (Claver-Cortes 
et al., 2007; von Krogh et al., 2000). In terms 
of organisational hierarchy, employees’ ranking 
and levels of seniority can obstruct knowledge 
sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010). Hedlund (1999) 
and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue that 
middle management holds the organisational 
structure in place and can promote middle-up 
and/or middle-down knowledge sharing. Poor 
management practices will, however, hinder 
individuals from sharing their knowledge 
(Syeiby, 2007). Alvesson and Kärreman (2001), 
therefore, suggest autonomy in place of author-
ity to assist knowledge sharing.
Fluid job descriptions, job enrichment, job 
enlargement and job rotation may increase the 
likelihood for individuals to engage in knowl-
edge sharing (Baskerville & Dulipovici, 2006; 
Wang & Noe, 2010). Lazarova and Taylor 
(2009), for example, examine boundaryless 
careers in organisations and how they enact 
the formation and deployment of organisational 
knowledge. In addition, team-based work can 
influence individuals’ willingness to engage in 
KM processes (Coa & Xiang, 2012). Where 
team members trust each other, knowledge can 
be shared (Griffith & Sawyer, 2010). Yet, it is 
not certain that trust will develop in teams (Ger-
main, 2011), in particular, since it frequently is 
the management selecting them.
Organisations that attempt to facilitate 
knowledge sharing by adjusting their culture and 
structure need to identify what will lead indi-
viduals to share their knowledge. For example, 
to what extent do the corporate spaces and com-
munication channels reflect individuals’ needs 
and preferences to share knowledge? Indeed, 
tacit knowledge is not easily shared, and can be 
complex in situations of ‘non-conformist think-
ing’ (Baskerville & Dulipovici, 2006). Individu-
als do not always eagerly engage in knowledge 
processing, and they can choose when to 
participate in knowledge sharing (Kim, Lee & 
Olson, 2008). Commitment is not guaranteed, 
and issues of justice and knowledge ownership 
are to be considered when trying to facilitate 
knowledge sharing (Lin, 2007; Rechberg & 
Syed, 2013). Knowledge sharing is complex 
as it is an individual’s attribute and personality 
that influence their willingness to contribute 
(Connelly et al., 2012). Where individuals are 
directed to share their knowledge, KM can stay 
unsuccessful. In essence, an organisation needs 
to explicitly integrate individuals in KM and 
take into account what motivates them to share 
their knowledge.
Communities of Practice: 
Knowledge Exchange
The concept of CoPs belongs to a broad body of 
literature, which is often labelled as a ‘practice-
based’ approach, which deals with how indi-
viduals’ cognitive learning is transformed to 
social and situational knowledge (Corradi et al., 
2010; Lave & Wenger, 1991). CoPs are similar 
to knowledge sharing except that there is an 
active giving and receiving of knowledge, with 
knowledge residing in the transference from one 
entity to another (Brown & Duguid, 2001; Wang 
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& Noe, 2010). CoPs can cut across different 
divisions within a company or across different 
companies and countries (Cross & Cummings, 
2004). Knowledge exchange, both within and 
across work groups, plays a fundamental role 
in contributing to an organisation’s knowledge 
base (Argote & Ingram, 2000).
Lave and Wenger (1991) provide exten-
sive discussions of individual knowledge and 
how it is related to the practice in which they 
operate. Exchanging knowledge can increase 
an individual’s knowledge base, which can 
motivate them to engage in CoPs (Cox, 2005; 
Fang & Chiu, 2010). The learning that takes 
place through the exchange can then enhance 
the learning of the team and organisation at large 
(Di Milia & Birdi, 2009). According to Kirkman 
et al. (2011) external community leaders play 
an important role in enhancing CoP, particularly 
where task interdependence is high. The authors 
establish that CoPs designated as ‘core’ by an 
organisation (e.g., working on critical issues) 
are generally more effective than those not 
organised to serve a ‘core’ purpose.
Generally, individuals will engage in 
knowledge exchange if the CoP consists of 
knowledge that will enhance their own (Lavoué 
et al., 2011). The usefulness of the community 
and trust in the community leads individuals to 
seek knowledge (He et al., 2009).Therefore, it 
is important that individuals engaging in CoP 
share the same interests and believe in each 
other’s expertise and abilities for the purpose of 
knowledge exchange (Fang & Chiu, 2010). For 
example, a product designer may seek advice 
from an individual experienced with building the 
product. This may help the designer determine 
how skewed the curve can be. The exchange oc-
curs where the product builder will be provided 
with a design that has operations feasibility.
Organisations, as suggested by Kirkman 
et al. (2011), may facilitate CoPs, but should 
not pick or force individuals to participate, as 
individuals need to be genuinely interested and 
feel true sense of community so that knowledge 
can be exchanged (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; 
Fang & Chiu, 2010). In fact, organisations are 
recommended to listen to individuals in terms 
of how knowledge can effectively be exchanged 
for CoPs. Koeglreiter and Torlina (2008: 220) 
explain that “individual knowledge workers 
and CoPs require a high level of autonomy to 
perform academic work”, and that decisions on 
CoP practices may be shared between CoP mem-
bers and management advancing CoP success.
Human Resource Practices: 
Knowledge Acquisition 
and Retention
HR practices can aid KM through acquiring and 
retaining knowledge by recruiting, selecting and 
managing skilled employees, and by enhancing 
employees’ knowledge, skills, abilities, and 
other characteristics (KSAOs). As an organisa-
tion’s performance depends on its individual 
employees’ experience, education and skills, 
Solman and Spooner (2000: 337) argue that it 
is the HR department that is “well positioned 
to ensure the success of KM programs”.
Through HR practices, an organisation’s 
culture and values are reinforced and sup-
ported (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2004). The 
HR department can select the ‘right fit’ so that 
talented individuals with the right attitude for 
knowledge sharing and creation are recruited 
and trained (Chow & Chan, 2008). The selec-
tion of staff may be decided not only on the 
basis of knowledge, but also on their openness 
to process knowledge, and their willingness to 
share and enhance company values and goals 
(Cabrera et al., 2006). The HR function may 
establish a shared knowledge vocabulary to help 
employees experience a sense of belonging, 
which, in turn, may enable knowledge sharing 
and creation (Schepers & Van den Berg, 2007; 
Solman & Spooner, 2000).
It is through HR incentives that employee 
satisfaction may be achieved, which can reduce 
employee turnover (Koys, 2001). Scholars have 
analysed that the existence of a suitable reward 
system for individuals has an impact on the 
success of knowledge transfer (e.g., Lessard 
& Zaheer, 1996). The HR department can 
advocate fair practices, such as participative 
decision making processes on corporate prac-
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tices and changes. Through the HR function, 
open informal communication may be pro-
moted, along with free expression of ideas and 
opinions. Integrating and retaining individuals 
is important, as individuals are the source for 
knowledge creation, and organisations may not 
want to lose them (Lazarova & Taylor, 2009). 
Besides, the longer individuals are with a firm, 
the more likely and willing they may be to share 
their knowledge (Constant et al., 1994).
The HR department is also responsible for 
training, to promote a culture where individuals 
are encouraged to learn and share skills and 
values (Argyris, 2004). Scholars argue that 
the concept of organisational learning is a 
part of KM (Easterby- Smith & Lyles, 2003). 
Organisational learning is, however, only ef-
fective if integrated in a way that will motivate 
for learning to take place at the individual level 
(Argyris, 2004; Chow & Chan, 2008). Simon 
(1991) stresses that, since all knowledge pro-
cesses are rooted in individuals, the role of 
individuals in organisational learning processes 
is of paramount importance. However, organi-
sational learning strategies may not pay enough 
attention to individuals’ role in the learning 
process, hindering organisational learning’s 
effectiveness (Berends et al., 2003).
The HR function has to address what drives 
individuals’ commitments and aspirations, for 
example, why they join or leave an organisation, 
and what it is that individuals need to willingly 
process knowledge. An attention to individu-
als’ abilities, needs and contexts may assist in 
developing effective KM practices.
DISCUSSION
Since KM is about utilising knowledge for more 
than one individual, much of the KM literature 
has focused on KM at team or organisational 
level. This paper has highlighted the need for 
a greater emphasis on individual employees in 
the KM literature. The review shows that while 
much thought has been given to find ways to 
manage knowledge, the role of the individual 
in KM remains under-explored. The IT practice 
tends to overlook tacit knowledge possessed by 
individuals, and decisions whether or not the 
organisation will install an IT system are made 
by senior management, not the individual em-
ployees meant to use it. The OCS practice gives 
no attention to individuals’ voice in designing 
the organisation. CoPs may neglect individual’s 
compatibility and the HR practices need to pay 
more attention to individual’s motivation to 
process knowledge. Figure 2 maps how each of 
the four KM practices interprets and processes 
knowledge. The practices are placed in the 
Figure determined by their potential ability to ef-
fectively manage knowledge. The practices are 
organised according to their ability to facilitate 
that knowledge process. The light shaded boxes 
represent the current disregard of the individual 
in the respective practices, which may, in turn, 
impact KM effectiveness:
• Information technology: By process-
ing explicit forms of knowledge, the IT 
practices draw on IT solutions. Figure 2 
illustrates that for IT solutions to transfer 
explicit forms of knowledge in an effective 
way, they need to be designed according 
to individual needs. Addressing individual 
needs, and providing them with adequate 
tools for knowledge transfer, can motivate 
them to use the system, which may enhance 
the efficacy of an IT approach to KM. 
Organisations are, therefore, encouraged 
to identify how individuals use current IT 
systems, so that it can be identified what 
has to be changed and added for individuals 
to effectively and efficiently use, store, and 
transfer knowledge, i.e. through ‘Nutzung-
soffenheit’ (Riemer et al., 2009).
IT solutions can transfer explicit forms 
of knowledge effectively by considering how 
and why individuals use the system. What has 
to be remembered, however, is that valuable 
tacit knowledge is difficult to be processed via 
IT, and processing explicit knowledge only, is 
a limiting practice. We, therefore, agree with 
Al-Hawamdeh (2002), who suggests that the 
focus ought to shift from developing smart IT 
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systems, to one that develops the right tools 
for smart people:
• Organisational culture and structure: 
Scholars in OCS (e.g. Davenport et al., 
1998; Lam, 2005) have suggested helpful 
ways to change organisational culture and 
structure to enhance knowledge sharing, 
yet more research is needed to explain 
what will lead individuals to share their 
knowledge. Any attempt in a knowledge 
intensive firm to enforce conformity may 
be counter-productive. Instead, individuals 
deserve to have a voice in the decisions 
made on designing OCSs to enable free 
knowledge sharing.
It is important that KM is not interpreted as 
managing everything that a company is aware 
of knowing, but rather as a practice that will 
mobilise knowledge sharing and hopefully 
knowledge creation, which will then contribute 
to KM effectiveness. In this respect, organisa-
tions are advised to act as knowledge facilita-
tors, providing the space and culture needed 
for individuals to meet and work together to 
improve knowledge processing:
• Communities of practice: Exchanging 
knowledge in CoPs may increase indi-
viduals’ level of knowledge, which, in 
turn, may have a positive influence on 
corporate operations (Cross & Cummings, 
2004). Being a member of a CoP, per se, 
is not enough to advance KM effective-
ness. Finding what motivates individuals 
to engage in CoPs to exchange valuable 
knowledge is important. Individuals will 
have to willingly participate in CoPs, of 
their own choice, because it is individuals’ 
values, self-esteem, trust and curiosity that 
will determine the richness and quality 
of the knowledge exchange. If they find 
meaning in the CoP, such practices can 
be a valuable source for both explicit and 
tacit knowledge exchange;
Figure 2. Focus on the individual in KM practices to advance KM effectiveness
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• Human resource practices: The HR func-
tion in organisations deals with individuals 
directly. It can therefore greatly impact the 
effectiveness of KM (See Figure 2). The 
HR function is responsible not only to 
select the best fit staff for them, but also to 
support individuals in their own develop-
ment. According to Pauleen (2009), it is 
individuals who are meant to be responsible 
for their own knowledge development, and 
the HR ought to help them on this journey. 
The HR function can listen to and address 
individuals’ aspirations for training, incen-
tives, security, job design, opportunities of 
promotion and motivation. By consider-
ing what drives individuals to commit 
to an organisation, and what leads them 
to participate in knowledge sharing and 




Our review of the four dominant KM practices 
suggests that the interpretation of knowledge 
greatly informs how knowledge is processed, 
which, in turn, determines the approaches taken 
to KM. The review has highlighted that knowl-
edge is loosely interpreted to fit the purpose 
of the respective practices. In this process, the 
individual remains largely neglected. However, 
knowledge ultimately resides in the mind of 
individuals (Polanyi, 1998); it is individuals 
who create new knowledge, and knowledge 
creation is the most valuable knowledge pro-
cess (Kaufmann & Runco, 2009). Although 
the literature is partially aware of individuals’ 
role in the knowledge discussion, “only a few 
studies have empirically examined the role 
of individual personality or dispositions in 
knowledge sharing” (Wang & Noe, 2010: 120) 
or KM practices at large.
In light of this review, we propose an 
individual-centric approach to KM that incor-
porates individuals’ views in the design and 
implementation of KM practices in an organisa-
tion. Without the participation of individuals, 
knowledge cannot be processed and KM may 
not be practiced (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; 
von Krogh et al., 2000). In fact, “the individual 
agent [is] the only agent capable of performing 
all aspects of knowledge development, reten-
tion, transfer and utilisation without the need 
for intervention” (Newman & Conrad, 2000: 
6). For KM to be effective, the attention has 
be on individuals as their KSAOs, and the way 
in which they create, share and put knowledge 
into action, will determine organisational perfor-
mance (Song & Chermack, 2008). It has to be 
addressed how conscious and aware individuals 
are about their tacit knowledge base (Snowden, 
2002), how well they can communicate their 
knowledge (Gertler, 2003), and what their 
personal attitudes are towards KM practices 
(Yang, 2008).
Willmott (2000) sees KM encompassing a 
conflict between the knowledge carriers and the 
firm: “the benefits of KM are often preserved 
solely at the level of the organisation or the 
decision-maker, rather than the level of the 
individuals in an organisation” (Quintas et al., 
1997: 30). Yet, knowledge may be of value not 
only to the organisation, but also to individuals, 
and may affect their employability. The counter-
argument is that processing knowledge is part 
of the work agreement, and even though this 
is a respective point to make to advance KM, 
individuals need to process knowledge willingly 
and effectively for an organisation to profit.
Jennex and Olfman (2008, p. 37) acknowl-
edge that “increasing decision-making effective-
ness has a positive impact on the organisation”. 
By means of an individual-centric approach to 
KM, organisations may incorporate individuals 
into the decision made on how knowledge is 
to be managed, to advance the effectiveness of 
KM decision making. Lawler (2010) explains 
that decisions made by managers may have 
limited effects if individual employees refrain 
from implementing them. Koeglreiter and 
Torlina (2008) suggest ‘grass-root’ feedback 
mechanisms; we suggest grass-root decision 
making processes so improvements can be 
made. Richards and Vazey (2008: 169) advise 
that decisions “should … be made as close as 
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possible to the customer, including the employee 
decisions to add to, revise, and work with the 
corporate knowledge base.”
Davenport and Prusak (1998:108) argue 
that KM “must be part of everyone’s job” and 
Pauleen (2009) argues for a ‘personal KM’ 
where the focus is on how knowledgeable 
workers can maintain and improve their employ-
ability. Jarvenpaa and Staples (2001) see it as a 
motivator for individuals to hold ownership over 
their knowledge. And if individuals feel valued 
and supported in their knowledge processes, it is 
likely that they will eagerly engage in the work-
place (Wang & Noe, 2010). Moreover, given 
that work knowledge is created and acted upon 
within an organisational context, organisational 
culture and reward systems may be aligned to 
support individuals to process knowledge.
In summary, an individual-centric approach 
to KM takes into account individual employ-
ees’ needs and insights to process knowledge. 
Organisations may wish to consider this ap-
proach to enable and encourage individuals to 
participate in KM, by choosing incentives and 
rewards wisely. The current trend towards spe-
cialisation means that organisations are likely 
to be interested in finding specialist workers 
who are willing to share, exchange, and create 
knowledge.
While the general review presented in this 
paper may not represent the entire debate on 
KM, we hope that practitioners and research-
ers will consider paying attention to the need 
for a shift from how to manage knowledge 
through KM practices, to how to develop best 
practices for individual employees to manage 
knowledge. Scholars may wish to conduct in-
depth empirical studies in varied organisational 
and industrial contexts, to assess the potential 
and actual role individuals may play in design-
ing and implementing KM. Questions such as 
under what circumstances individuals fully 
participate in knowledge processes, and what 
it is they currently need to participate in KM, 
may be relevant for research as well as practice. 
Issues of equality, knowledge ownership, social 
struggle, and empowerment are also relevant. 
Wang and Noe (2010:123) argue for integrat-
ing “traditional motivation theories such as 
expectancy theory and social cognitive theory” 
to better understand what brings individuals to 
share knowledge.
Moreover, generational differences in 
knowledge sharing can be studied to determine 
what causes and prevents knowledge loss. New 
entrants to the workforce are well-versed with 
social media to retrieve and share information. 
This may positively influence their motivation 
to share knowledge.
CONCLUSION
This paper has shown that an increased atten-
tion to the individual is essential to enhance 
the effectiveness of KM in organisations. The 
paper identified and reviewed four dominant 
KM practices to assess the extent of attention to 
the role of individuals and its possible implica-
tions for KM effectiveness. The review shows 
that diverse practices affect how knowledge is 
meant to be processed and managed. It shows 
that individuals, an important source of tacit and 
explicit forms of knowledge, are not adequately 
considered in current approaches to KM, a 
situation which may be rectified by adopting 
an individual-centric approach.
REFERENCES
Al-Hawamdeh, S. (2002). Knowledge management 
re-thinking information management and facing the 
challenge of managing tacit knowledge. Information 
Research, 8(1). Retrieved from http://InformationR.
net/ir/8-1/paper143.html
Alavi, M., & Leidner, D. E. (2001). Review: Knowl-
edge management and knowledge management 
systems: Conceptual foundations and research issues. 
Management Information Systems Quarterly, 25(1), 
107–136. doi:10.2307/3250961
Albino, C., Garavelli, A. C., & Gorgoglione, M. 
(2004). Organization and technology in knowl-
edge transfer. Benchmarking, 11(6), 584–600. 
doi:10.1108/14635770410566492
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
36   International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014
Alvesson, M., & Kärreman, D. (2001). Odd couple: 
Making sense of the curious concept of knowledge 
management. Journal of Management Studies, 38(7), 
995–1018. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00269
Argote, L., & Ingram, P. (2000). Knowledge transfer: 
A basis for competitive advantage in firms. Organi-
zational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
82(1), 150–169. doi:10.1006/obhd.2000.2893
Argyris, C. (2004). Reasons and rationaliza-
tions: The limits to organizational knowledge. 
Oxford University Press. doi:10.1093/acprof:o
so/9780199268078.001.0001
Baba, M. L., Gluesing, J., Ratner, H., & Wagner, K. H. 
(2004). The contexts of knowing: Natural history of a 
globally distributed team. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 25(5), 547–587. doi:10.1002/job.259
Bartol, K. M., & Srivastava, A. (2002). Encour-
aging knowledge sharing: The role of organi-
zational reward systems. Journal of Leader-
ship & Organizational Studies, 9(1), 64–76. 
doi:10.1177/107179190200900105
Baskerville, R., & Dulipovici, A. (2006). The theoreti-
cal foundations of knowledge management. Knowl-
edge Management Research and Practice, 4, 83 105.
Beijerse, R. P. (2000). Knowledge management 
in small and medium-sized companies: Knowl-
edge management for entrepreneurs. Journal 
of Knowledge Management, 4(2), 162–179. 
doi:10.1108/13673270010372297
Benbya, H. (2008). Knowledge management - Sys-
tems implementation: Lessons from the Silicon Valley. 
Oxford, UK: Chandos Publishing.
Berends, H., Boersma, K., & Weggeman, M. 
(2003). The structuration of organizational 
learning. Human Relations, 56(9), 1035–1056. 
doi:10.1177/0018726703569001
Brown, J. S., & Duguid, P. (2001). Knowledge and 
organization: A social-practice perspective. Or-
ganization Science, 12(2), 198–213. doi:10.1287/
orsc.12.2.198.10116
Buchanan, D. A., & Huczynski, A. (2004). Organiza-
tional behavior: An introductory test. Edinburgh, UK: 
Financial Times Prentice Hall Pearson Education Ltd.
Cabrera, A., Collins, W. C., & Salgado, J. F. 
(2006). Determinants of individual engagement 
in knowledge sharing. International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 17(2), 245–264. 
doi:10.1080/09585190500404614
Campbell, B. A., Coff, R., & Kryscynski, D. (2012). 
Rethinking sustained competitive advantage from 
human capital. Academy of Management Review, 
37(3), 376–395. doi:10.5465/amr.2010.0276
Cao, Y., & Xiang, Y. (2012). The impact of 
knowledge governance on knowledge shar-
ing. Management Decision, 50(4), 591–610. 
doi:10.1108/00251741211220147
Carrión, C., González, J. L. G., & Leal, A. (2004). 
Identifying key knowledge area in the profes-
sional services industry: A case study. Journal 
of Knowledge Management, 8(6), 131–150. 
doi:10.1108/13673270410567684
Chow, W. S., & Chan, L. S. (2008). Social network, 
social trust and shared goals in organizational knowl-
edge sharing. Information & Management, 45(7), 
458–465. doi:10.1016/j.im.2008.06.007
Claver-Cortes, E., Zaragoza-Saez, P., & Pertusa-
Ortega, E. (2007). Organizational structure features 
supporting knowledge management processes. 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 11(4), 45–57. 
doi:10.1108/13673270710762701
Collins, H. (1993). The structure of knowledge. 
Social Research, 60(1), 95–116.
Connelly, C. E., Zweig, D., Webster, J., & Trougakos, 
J. P. (2012). Knowledge hiding in organizations. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(1), 64–88. 
doi:10.1002/job.737
Constant, D., Kiesler, S., & Sproull, L. (1994). 
What’s mine is ours, or is it? A study of attitudes 
about information sharing. Information Systems 
Research, 5(4), 400–421. doi:10.1287/isre.5.4.400
Corradi, G., Gherardi, S., & Verzelloni, L. (2010). 
Through the practice lens: Where is the bandwagon of 
practice-based studies heading? Management Learn-
ing, 41(3), 265–283. doi:10.1177/1350507609356938
Cox, A. (2005). What are communities of practice? 
A comparative review of four seminal works. 
Journal of Information Science, 31(6), 527–540. 
doi:10.1177/0165551505057016
Cross, R., & Cummings, J. N. (2004). Tie and network 
correlates of individual performance in knowledge-
intensive work. Academy of Management Journal, 
47(6), 928–937. doi:10.2307/20159632
Das, T. K., & Teng, B.-S. (1998). Between trust and 
control: Developing confidence in partner coopera-
tion in alliances. Academy of Management Review, 
12(3), 491–513.
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014   37
Davenport, T. H., DeLong, D. W., & Beers, M. C. 
(1998). Successful knowledge management projects. 
Sloan Management Review, 39(2), 43–57.
Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working 
knowledge: How organizations manage what they 
know. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
De Long, D. W., & Fahey, L. (2000). Diagnosing 
cultural barriers to knowledge management. The 
Academy of Management Executive, 14(4), 113–127.
Di Gangi, P. M., Wasko, M. M., & Tang, X. (2012). 
Would you share? Eexamining knowledge type 
and communication channel for knowledge shar-
ing within and across the organizational boundary. 
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 
8(1), 1–21. doi:10.4018/jkm.2012010101
Di Milia, L., & Birdi, K. (2009). The relationship 
between multiple levels of learning practices and 
objective and subjective organizational financial 
performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
31(4), 481–498. doi:10.1002/job.623
Drucker, P. (1993). The post-capitalist society. Ox-
ford, UK: Butterworth Heinemann.
Earl, M. (2001). Knowledge management strate-
gies: Towards a taxonomy. Journal of Management 
Information Systems, 18(1), 215–233.
Easterby-Smith, M., & Lyles, M. A. (2003). The 
Blackwell handbook of organizational learning and 
knowledge management. Oxford, UK: Blackwell 
Publishing Ltd.
EIU (Economist Intelligence Unit). (2007). Knowl-
edge management in manufacturing. A report for 
the economist intelligence unit.
Erickson, G. S., & Rothberg, H. N. (2011). Assessing 
knowledge management needs: A strategic approach 
to developing knowledge. International Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 7(3), 1–10. doi:10.4018/
jkm.2011070101
Eschenfelder, E., Heckman, R., & Sawyer, S. (1998). 
The distribution of computing: The knowledge 
markets of distributed technical support specialists. 
Information Technology & People, 11(2), 84–103. 
doi:10.1108/09593849810218292
Fahey, L., & Prusak, L. (1998). The eleven deadliest 
sins of knowledge management. California Manage-
ment Review, 40(3), 265–276. doi:10.2307/41165954
Fang, Y. H., & Chiu, C. M. (2010). In justice we trust: 
Exploring knowledge-sharing continuance intentions 
in virtual communities of practice. Computers in 
Human Behavior, 26(2), 235–246. doi:10.1016/j.
chb.2009.09.005
Germain, M. L. (2011). Developing trust in teams. 
Performance Improvement Quarterly, 24(3), 9–28. 
doi:10.1002/piq.20119
Gertler, M. S. (2003). Tacit knowledge and the 
economic geography of context, or the indefinable 
tacitness of being (there). Journal of Economic 
Geography, 3(1), 75–99. doi:10.1093/jeg/3.1.75
Griffith, T. L., & Sawyer, J. E. (2010). Multilevel 
knowledge and team performance. Journal of Orga-
nizational Behavior, 31(7), 1003–1031.
Han, B. M., & Anantatmula, V. (2006). Knowledge 
management in it organisations from employee’s per-
spective. In Proceedings of the 39th Annual Hawaii 
International Conference in System Sciences. IEEE.
Hansen, M. T., Nohria, N., & Tierney, T. (1999). 
What’s your strategy for managing knowledge? 
Harvard Business Review, 77(2), 106–117. 
PMID:10387767
Harun, M. H. (2002). Integrating e-learning into the 
workplace. The Internet and Higher Education, 4(3-
4), 301–310. doi:10.1016/S1096-7516(01)00073-2
He, W., Fang, Y., & Wei, K.-K. (2009). The role of 
trust in promoting organizational knowledge seeking 
using knowledge management systems: An empirical 
investigation. Journal of the American Society for 
Information Science and Technology, 60(3), 526–537. 
doi:10.1002/asi.21006
Hedlund, G. (1999). The intensity and extensity of 
knowledge and the multinational corporation as a 
nearly decomposable system (NRS). Management 
International Review, 39(1), 5–44.
Huber, G. P. (2001). Transfer of knowledge in 
knowledge management systems: Unexplored is-
sues and suggested studies. European Journal of 
Information Systems, 10(2), 72–79. doi:10.1057/
palgrave.ejis.3000399
Inkpen, A. C., & Tsang, E. W. K. (2005). Social 
capital, networks and knowledge transfer. Academy of 
Management Review, 30(1), 146–165. doi:10.5465/
AMR.2005.15281445
Ismail, K. M. (2012). Theorizing on the role of 
individualism-collectivism in tacit knowledge 
transfer between agents in international alliances. 
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 
8(1), 71–85. doi:10.4018/jkm.2012010104
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
38   International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014
Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Staples, D. S. (2001). Explor-
ing perceptions of organizational ownership of 
information and expertise. Journal of Management 
Information Systems, 18(1), 151–183.
Jennex, M. (2005). What is knowledge management? 
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 
1(4), 1–4.
Jennex, M. E. (2008). Current issues in knowledge 
management. New York, NY: Information Science 
Reference. doi:10.4018/978-1-59904-916-8
JennexM. E.OlfmanL. (2004). Assessing knowledge 
management success/effectiveness models. In Pro-
ceedings of the 37th Annual Hawaii International 
ConferenceSystem Sciences (pp. 1-10). IEEE.
Jennex, M. E., & Olfman, L. (2008). Assessing 
knowledge management success. In M. E. Jennex 
(Ed.), Current issues in knowledge management 
(pp. 34–52). New York, NY: Information Science 
Reference. doi:10.4018/978-1-59904-916-8.ch004
JennexM. E.SmolnikS.CroasdellD. (2008). Towards 
measuring knowledge management success. In 
Proceedings of the 41st Annual Hawaii International 
Conference on System Sciences (pp. 360-360). IEEE. 
10.1109/HICSS.2008.461
Kakabadse, N. K., Kakabadse, A., & Kouzmin, 
A. (2003). Reviewing the knowledge manage-
ment literature: Towards a taxonomy. Jour-
nal of Knowledge Management, 7(4), 75–91. 
doi:10.1108/13673270310492967
Kaufmann, G., & Runco, M. A. (2009). Knowledge 
management and the management of creativity. In 
T. Rickards, S. Moger, & M. Ronco (Eds.), The 
Routledge companion to creativity (pp. 149–159). 
London, UK: Routledge.
Kim, J., Lee, M. S., & Olson, D. L. (2008). Human 
effect of knowledge sharing: Cooperative types and 
reciprocity level in community of practice. In M. E. 
Jennex (Ed.), Current issues in knowledge manage-
ment (pp. 66–85). Information Science Reference. 
doi:10.4018/978-1-59904-916-8.ch006
Kirkman, B. L., Mathieu, J. E., Cordery, J. L., 
Rosen, B., & Kukenberger, M. (2011). Managing a 
new collaborative entry in new business organiza-
tions: Understanding organizational communities of 
practice effectiveness. The Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 96(6), 1234–1245. doi:10.1037/a0024198 
PMID:21688878
Koeglreiter, G., & Torlina, L. (2008). Commu-
nity of practice: Aligning knowledge work with 
organisational knowledge strategy. In M. E. Jennex 
(Ed.), Current issues in knowledge management 
(pp. 206–227). Information Science Reference. 
doi:10.4018/978-1-59904-916-8.ch014
Koys, D. J. (2001). The effect of employee satis-
faction, organizational citizenship behaviour, and 
turnover in organizational effectiveness: A unit-level, 
longitudinal study. Personnel Psychology, 54(1), 
101–114. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2001.tb00087.x
KPMG. (2003). Insights from KPMG’s European 
knowledge management survey 2002/2003. Re-
trieved from http://ep2010.salzburgresearch.at/
knowledge_base/kpmg_2003.pdf
Lam, W. (2005). Successful knowledge manage-
ment requires a knowledge culture: A case study. 
Knowledge Management Research and Practice, 
3(4), 206–217. doi:10.1057/palgrave.kmrp.8500068
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: 
Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge, 
UK: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/
CBO9780511815355
Lavoué, E., George, S., & Prévôt, P. (2011). A 
knowledge management tool for the interconnection 
of communities of practice. International Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 7(1), 55–76. doi:10.4018/
jkm.2011010104
Lazarova, M., & Taylor, S. (2009). Boundaryless 
careers, social capital, and knowledge management: 
Implications for organizational performance. Jour-
nal of Organizational Behavior, 30(1), 119–139. 
doi:10.1002/job.545
Leidner, D., Alavi, M., & Kayworth, T. (2006). The 
role of culture in knowledge management. Inter-
national Journal of e-Collaboration, 2(1), 17–40. 
doi:10.4018/jec.2006010102
Lessard, D. R., & Zaheer, S. (1996). Breaking the 
silos: Distributed knowledge and strategic responses 
to volatile exchange rates. Strategic Management 
Journal, 17(7), 513–533. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0266(199607)17:7<513::AID-SMJ832>3.0.CO;2-P
Lin, C.-P. (2007). To Share or not to share: Modelling 
tacit knowledge sharing, its mediators and anteced-
ents. Journal of Business Ethics, 70(4), 411–428. 
doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9119-0
Marwick, A. D. (2001). Knowledge management 
technology. IBM Systems Journal, 40(4), 814–830. 
doi:10.1147/sj.404.0814
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014   39
Mráček, P., & Mucha, M. (2011). Application of 
knowledge in advergaming as a possible source of 
competitive advantage. Journal of Competitiveness, 
3, 108–128.
Muhammed, S., Doll, W. J., & Deng, X. (2011). 
Impact of knowledge management practices on task 
knowledge: An individual level study. International 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 7(4), 1–21. 
doi:10.4018/jkm.2011100101
Murray, P., & Donegan, K. (2003). Empirical link-
age between firm competencies and organizational 
learning. The Learning Organization, 10(1), 51–62. 
doi:10.1108/09696470310457496
Murray, P., Millet, B., & Syed, J. (2011). Editorial: 
Special issue on integrating learning behaviour with 
change contexts. International Journal of Learning 
and Change, 5(3/4), 189–193.
NewmanB. B.ConradK. W. (2000). A framework 
of characterising knowledge management methods, 
practices, and technologies. In Proceedings of the 
Third International Conference on Practical As-
pect of Knowledge Management (pp.1-11), Basel, 
Switzerland.
Nonaka, I., & Konno, N. (1998). The concept of 
‘Ba’: Building a foundation for knowledge creation. 
California Management Review, 40(3), 40–55. 
doi:10.2307/41165942
Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-
creating company. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press.
Orlikowski, W. J. (2000). Using technology and 
constituting structures: A practice lens for studying 
technology in organizations. Organization Science, 
11(4), 404–428. doi:10.1287/orsc.11.4.404.14600
Palte, R., Hertlein, M., Smolnik, S., & Riempp, G. 
(2011). The effects of a KM strategy on KM perfor-
mance in professional services firms. International 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 7(1), 16–34. 
doi:10.4018/jkm.2011010102
Pauleen, D. (2009). Personal knowledge manage-
ment: Putting the “person” back into the knowl-
edge equation. Online Information Review, 33(2), 
221–224. doi:10.1108/14684520910951177
Polanyi, M. (1998). Personal knowledge: Towards 
a post-critical philosophy. London, UK: Routledge.
Quintas, P., Lefrere, P., & Jones, G. (1997). Knowl-
edge management: A strategic agenda. Long Range 
Planning, 30(3), 385–391. doi:10.1016/S0024-
6301(97)90252-1
Rechberg, I., & Syed, J. (2012). In pursuit of the 
individual in the field of knowledge management. 
International Journal of Learning and Change, 
6(1/2), 33–48. doi:10.1504/IJLC.2012.045855
Rechberg, I., & Syed, J. (2013). Ethical issues in 
knowledge management: Conflict of knowledge 
ownership. Journal of Knowledge Management, 
17(6), 828–847. doi:10.1108/JKM-06-2013-0232
Rechberg, I., & Syed, J. (in press). Appropriation 
or participation of the individuals in knowledge 
management. Management Decision.
Riantoputra, C. D. (2010). Know thyself: Examin-
ing factors that influence the activation of organi-
zational identity concepts in top managers’ minds. 
Group & Organization Management, 35(1), 8–38. 
doi:10.1177/1059601109354804
Richards, D., & Vazey, M. (2008). A case-classi-
fication-conclusion 3 cs approach to knowledge 
acquisition: Applying a classification logic wiki 
to the problem solving process. In M. E. Jennex 
(Ed.), Current issues in knowledge management 
(pp. 163–180). Information Science Reference. 
doi:10.4018/978-1-59904-916-8.ch012
RichterA.StockerA.MüllerS.AvramG. (2011). 
Knowledge management goals revisited–a cross-
sectional analysis of social software adoption in 
corporate environments. In Proceedings of the 22nd 
Australasian Conference on Information Systems.
Riemer, K., & Richter, A. (2010). Social software: 
Agents for change or platforms for social reproduc-
tion? A case study on enterprise microblogging. In 
Proceedings of the 21st Australasian Conference 
on Information Systems, Brisbane. McGraw-Hill 
Professional.
Riemer, K., Steinfield, C., & Vogel, D. (2009). 
eCollaboration: On the nature and emergence of 
communication and collaboration technology. 
Electronic Markets, 19(1), 181–188. doi:10.1007/
s12525-009-0023-1
Roomi, A. S., & Mojibi, T. (2011). A study in rela-
tionship between knowledge management factors 
and customer relationship management. Journal of 
Contemporary Research in Business, 3(6), 667–675.
Schepers, P., & van den Berg, P. T. (2007). Social fac-
tors of work-environment creativity. Journal of Busi-
ness and Psychology, 21(3), 407–428. doi:10.1007/
s10869-006-9035-4
Simon, H. A. (1991). Bounded rationality and or-
ganizational learning. Organization Science, 2(1), 
125–134. doi:10.1287/orsc.2.1.125
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
40   International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014
Snowden, D. (2002). Complex acts of knowing: 
Paradox and descriptive self-awareness. Jour-
nal of Knowledge Management, 6(2), 100–111. 
doi:10.1108/13673270210424639
Solman, F., & Spooner, K. (2000). Strategies 
for implementing knowledge management: The 
role of human resources management. Journal 
of Knowledge Management, 4(4), 337–345. 
doi:10.1108/13673270010379894
Song, J. H., & Chermack, T. J. (2008). A theoretical 
approach to the organizational knowledge forma-
tion process: Integrating the concepts of individual 
learning and learning organization culture. Human 
Resource Development Review, 7(4), 424–442. 
doi:10.1177/1534484308324983
Sung, T. K., & Gibson, D. V. (2005). Knowledge 
and technology transfer grid: Empirical assessment. 
International Journal of Technology Management, 
29(4), 216–230. doi:10.1504/IJTM.2005.005997
Sutten, D. C. (2001). What is knowledge and can it be 
managed? European Journal of Information Systems, 
10(2), 80–88. doi:10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000397
Sveiby, K. E. (2007). Disabling the context for 
knowledge work: The role of managers’ behav-
iours. Management Decision, 45(10), 1636–1655. 
doi:10.1108/00251740710838004
Taylor, W. A., & Wright, G. H. (2004). Organiza-
tional readiness for successful knowledge sharing: 
Challenges for public sector managers. Information 
Resources Management Journal, 17(2), 22–37. 
doi:10.4018/irmj.2004040102
Tseng, F.-C., & Fan, Y.-J. (2011). Exploring the influ-
ence of organizational ethical climate on knowledge 
management. Journal of Business Ethics, 101(2), 
325–342. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0725-5
Tywoniak, S. A. (2007). Knowledge in four deforma-
tion dimensions. Organisation, 14(1), 53–76.
von Krogh, G., Ichijo, K., & Nonaka, I. (2000). En-
abling knowledge creation. Oxford University Press. 
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195126167.001.0001
Wang, S., & Noe, R. A. (2010). Knowledge sharing: 
A review and direction for future research. Human 
Resource Management Review, 20(2), 115–131. 
doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.10.001
Welschen, J., Todorova, N., & Mills, A. M. (2012). 
An investigation of the impact of intrinsic motivation 
on organizational knowledge sharing. International 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 8(2), 23–42. 
doi:10.4018/jkm.2012040102
Wiig, K. M. (1997). Knowledge management: Where 
did it come from and where will it go? Expert Sys-
tems with Applications, 13(1), 1–14. doi:10.1016/
S0957-4174(97)00018-3
Willmott, H. (2000). From knowledge to learning. In 
R. Hull, M. Chumer, & H. Willmott (Eds.), Managing 
knowledge: Critical investigations of work and learn-
ing (pp. 216–222). Basingstoke, UK: MacMillan.
Yang, C., & Chen, L.-C. (2007). Can organizational 
knowledge capabilities affect knowledge sharing 
behavior? Journal of Information Science, 33(1), 
95–109. doi:10.1177/0165551506068135
Zack, M. H. (1999). Developing a knowledge strat-
egy. California Management Review, 41(3), 125–145. 
doi:10.2307/41166000
Copyright © 2014, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.
International Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 25-41, January-March 2014   41
Isabel D.W. Rechberg holds a PhD from the University of Kent and a Master in Labour Law and Relations 
from the University of Sydney. Her research focuses on an individual-centric approach to knowledge manage-
ment in organisations. She has published articles in the Journal of Knowledge Management, Management 
Decision and the International Journal of Learning and Change.
Jawad Syed is a professor in organisational behaviour at the University of Huddersfield’s Business School. 
His research focuses on international human resource management, knowledge management, and diversity 
management.
View publication stats
